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ABSTRACT

Foreigners owned 5.2 million acres of U.S. agricultural land as of October 31, 1979.
This is less than 0.5 percent of all privately held agricultural land, and less than
0.25 percent of all land in the United States. This share is unlikely to have any
aggregate impact on agriculture, positive or negative. However, some communities
could be locally affected in areas of heaviest concentration. These conclusions are
based on an analysis of reports submitted in compliance with the Agricultural Foreign
Investment Disclosure Act of 1978.
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PREFACE

This report responds to section 5 of the Agricultural Foreign Investment Disclosure
Act (AFIDA) of 1978 which requires the Secretary of Agriculture to: (1) analyze
information on foreign ownership of U.S. agricultural land required to be reported
under the act; (2) determine the impact of such ownership, particularly the effects on
family farms and rural communities; and (3) determine the effectiveness and efficiency
of the reporting requirements. The act requires a report on the information received
in the first 6 months of implementation of the act.

The AFIDA program has been organized as an interagency effort. USDA's Agricultural
Stabilization and Conservation Service (ASCS) has responsibility for collecting data
and enforcing the act. USDA's Economics, Statistics, and Cooperatives Service (ESCS)
is responsible for analyzing the data and submitting the periodic reports to the
Congress. ASCS, with the aid of ESCS, devised the report form, ASCS-153.

As of October 31, 1979, USDA had received 7,500 forms. However, this report analyzes
only the 3,784 correctly completed forms received by ESCS as of August 24, 1979. This
cutoff date was used to allow time from August 1, 1979, the legislatively mandated due
date for reporting holdings (as opposed to acquisitions, dispositions, or status
changes), for ASCS to check report forms and deliver them to ESCS. This date was also
used as a cutoff for analyzing the data on acquisitions, dispositions, and status
changes in order to keep the time frame consistent with that for the holdings data.
Data received after that date will be analyzed in the next report to the Congress, due
in May 1980. However, acreage figures from the 6,549 correctly completed forms for
holdings, acquisitions, and dispositions as of October 31, 1979, are displayed in the
appendix tables.
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SUMMARY

The Agricultural Foreign Investment Disclosure Act (AFIDA) of 1978 requires all
foreign owners of U.S. agricultural land to report those holdings to the Secretary of
Agriculture. Foreign entities and individuals reported that they owned 5.2 million
acres of U.S. agricultural land, as of October 31, 1979, less than 0.5 percent of U.S.
agricultural land. The foreign-held acreage was summarized from the 6,500 correctly
completed forms filed with the U.S. Department of Agriculture between February and
October of 1979.

This report analyzes in greater detail the 3,784 correctly completed forms received by
ESCS as of August 24, 1979, the cutoff date for the first 6-month period of the act.
Of these forms, 3,392 reported on 2,899,998 acres of holdings (as of February 1,
1979), 227 on 154,432 acres of acquisitions and 23 on 4,991 acres of dispositions
(from February 2, 1979, thorugh May 31, 1979), and 142 on 505,438 leased acres.

A substantial percentage of the land held or acquired by foreigners is used for forest
or timber. Forest lands account for 43 percent of the reported acreage; crop, pas-
ture, and other agricultural land for 53 percent; and nonagricultural land or no
response for 4 percent.

U.S. corporations with foreign interests reported owning 2,313,708 acres, or 76 per-
cent of all reported U.S. foreign-held agricultural land. The remaining 740,722
acres, or 24 percent, were reported as being owned by foreigners not affiliated with
U.S. corporations.

U.S. corporations with foreign interests from the United Kingdom, the Federal Republic
of Germany, and Luxembourg reported owning 1,573,497 acres, or 52 percent of all
reported U.S. foreign-held agricultural land.

Foreign holdings are concentrated in the South. Tennessee, Georgia, and South Caro-
lina contain 750,462 acres, or 25 percent of foreign-held U.S. agricultural land.

Section 5 of the act requires a determination of the effects of foreign ownership of
agricultural land on family farms and rural communities. Purchases by foreigners are
likely to increase land values, but not greater than new entries into the real estate
market from domestic sources. Foreign sellers of agricultural real estate have an
opportunity for some advantage in the U.S. taxation of capital gains, but it is
probably small.

Foreign ownership is no more likely to foreclose farming opportunities than purchases
by domestic owners. Purchases of whole farms by foreigners will result in less farm
size expansion than additions of partitioned farms by existing units. Foreign acqui-
sitions will encourage renting, particularly cash renting. As in the case of other
high-income absentees, foreign owners have tax incentives to encourage conservation
and land improvements.

Community effects are diffuse and difficult to identify. The income effects on local
governments and communities are likely to increase, at least in the short run. The
other social effects are uncertain.

Economic. effects and community impacts have also been examined by the Department in a
report under Section 4(d) of the International Investment Survey Act of 1978. In that
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réporé, the Department examined the feas;bilitYVdf estahlishing a number of different
systems (including an AFIDA-type system) for monitoring forign investment in all U.S.
real estate. i

Effects of foreign ownership cannot be determined with certainty, based on the initial
data. Additional studies are being conducted that compare foreign owners with other
‘owners. The quantity of foreign-owned agricultural land is so small that it is un-
likely that any aggregate impact on agriculture, positive or negative, could be
detected. In areas of heaviest concentration, however, some communities could be
locally affected. : '
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- Foreign Ownership of U.S. Agricultural Land*

INTRODUCTION

The Agricultural Foreign Investment Disclosure Act (AFIDA) was signed by the President
on October 14, 1978,1/ and the regulations thereunder became effective February 2,
1979.2/ Briefly, the law, as implemented by the regulations, requires all foreign
persons holding agricultural land as of February 1, 1979, to file a report of such
holdings with the Secretary of Agriculture by August 1, 1979, All foreign persons who
acquire or dispose of agricultural land on or after February 2, 1979, are required to
report such transactions within 90 days of the transfer. In addition, any foreign
person who holds land which subsequently becomes agricultural land or any person who
holds agricultural land who subsequently becomes a foreign person must also file a
report within 90 days of such change.

THE AGRICULTURAL FOREIGN INVESTMENT DISCLOSURE ACT

AFIDA specifies in detail the information to be supplied by the foreign persons and
provides that necessary additional information may be obtained upon the request of the
Secretary. The information reported consists of the legal names and addresses of the
foreign persons; citizenship; nature of the legal entity, including the country of
creation and the principal place of business; type of interest; legal description;
acreage; name and address, if available, of the purchaser; intended use of the agri-
cultural land by the foreign person; and purchase price or other comsideration which
was exchanged. Failure to comply with AFIDA shall subject the foreign owner to a
possible civil penalty of up to 25 percent of the fair market value of the interest
held in the land in question.

Pursuant to the act, completed report forms are available for public inspection in
Washington, D.C., within 10 days of receipt by the Secretary. Copies of the completed
report forms are sent periodically to each State's Secretary of Agriculture or compar-
able official.

f/r This report was prepared by the following staff members of the Natural Resource
Economics Division of the Economics, Statistics, and Cooperatives Service, USDA:
Marilyn E. Eichler, general attorney; J. Peter DeBraal, general attorney; Gene
Wunderlich, senior agricultural economist; and Judith Green, program analyst.

1/ Pub. L. No. 95-460, 92 Stat. 1263 (1978) (to be codified in 7 U.S.C. §§3501-
3508).

2/ 44 Fed. Reg. 7115 (1979) superseded in 44 Fed. Reg. 29029 (1979). See 44 Fed.
Reg. 58495 (1979) for the delegation of authority; 44 Fed. Reg. 61602 (1979) for the
proposed penalty rules.



A "foreign person,” as defined in the act, includes any individual who is not a U.S.
citizen or who is not lawfully admitted into the United States for permanent residence.
Any person who holds an Immigration and Naturalization Service Form I-151 or a Form
I-551 (green card) is considered lawfully admitted for permanent residence and is
therefore exempt from the requirements of the act. Foreign governments and entities
created under the laws of a foreign country or that have their principal places of
business in a foreign country are also considered "foreign persons” under the act.

To identify foreigners who indirectly hold an interest in land through a U.S. entity,
the act requires all entities which are created under the laws of one of the States

or have their principal places of business in the United States to file a report if a
"significant interest or substantial control™ is directly or indirectly held in any
such entity by any of the above-mentioned foreign persons. The regulations define
"significant interest or substantial control” to mean at least a S5-percent interest in
the legal entity.

"Agricultural land” is defined in the act as all land used for agricultural, forestry,
or timber production purposes. The regulations further refine this definition by
including idle land if its last use within the past 5 years was for agricultural,
forestry, or timber production purposes. The law exempts all land, however, which is
held in parcels of less than 1 acre, does not produce agricultural, forestry, or
timber products realizing more than $1,000 in annual gross sales, and whose products
are produced for personal use.

AFIDA requires reporting "any interest” other than a security interest. The regula-
tions exempt leaseholds of less than 10 years' duration, contingent future interests,
and noncontingent future interests if they do not become possessory upon termination
of the present estate. In addition, nonagricultural easements and rights of way are
exempt. In an interpretation issued by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA),
mineral interests and options to purchase are also exempt.

The AFIDA program has been organized as an interagency effort. USDA's Agricultural
Stabilization and Conservation Service (ASCS) has responsibility for the collection of
data and enforcement of the act. USDA's Economics, Statistics, and Cooperatives Ser-
vice (ESCS) is responsible for analysis of the data and the submission of periodic
reports to the Congress. !

ASCS, with the aid of ESCS, devised a report form ASCS-153. (See appendix.) This
document is to be filled out by foreign persons or their representatives in the name
of the persons or entities who actually own the land. In the case of U.S. agricul-
tural land owned by a U.S. corporation which is deemed a "foreign person” under the
act (and is the party legally responsible for providing the information required by
the act), the report is submitted from the standpoint of the U.S. corporation rather
than the foreign shareholder.

The AFIDA procedures provide for land to be reported by parcels. All land held in the
same manner (type of interest), located in ome county, and acquired at the same time
is considered a parcel and is to be reported on a single form. Land does not have to
be adjacent to be considered part of one parcel. This parcel concept is intended to
ease the reporting burden.

All completed forms are sent to the ASCS county office serving the county in which the
land is located. There, the forms are reviewed for completeness and accuracy. If
there are any problems, the form is returned to the reporter for completion or correc-
tion. All completed forms are then sent to the ASCS office in Washington, D.C., where
they are again reviewed. Any forms found to still contain errors, omissions, or mis-
leading responses are returned to the county office for return to the reporter for
completion. Correct forms are sent to ESCS for processing and analysis.



FOREIGN HOLDINGS OF U.S. AGRICULTURAL LAND

Data in this section are derived from the 3,784 correctly completed reports filed by
“foreign persons” who held land as of February 1, 1979, as required under section 2(b)
of the act, and received by ESCS as of August 24, 1979. These report forms account
for 2.9 million acres of all U.S. agricultural land.

Data pertaining to holdings should be viewed in light of caveats accompanying the
tables. Reporters' errors must also be considered in reviewing this study. Resulting
data deficiencies are noted and highlighted as appropriate. The "No Report" category
in the tables means that a response to the particular question was not made.

Concentration of Foreign Ownership

Tennessee, Georgia, and South Carolina contain the largest amount of foreign-owned
agricultural land (table 1). Their total of 729,312 reported acres represents 25 per—
cent of all the reported foreign-owned agricultural land in the United States. The
South contains 1,133,295 acres of foreign-owned agricultural land, the largest amount
in any of the regionsgi/ This acreage figure represents 39 percent of all reported
foreign investment in agricultural land.

Nevada, South Carolina, and Tennessee have the largest ratios of the reported foreign—
owned agricultural land to all privately held land in the United States (table 1).
Even so, these are extremely small.

Rhode Island is the only State with no reported foreign-held agricultural land.

Under the AFIDA regulations, only leases of 10 years or longer need be reported.f/
Leases are treated separately because they represent a totally different type of
interest. Since the ASCS-153 form was not devised to deal with leases, questions

on value, tenure, and method of acquiring land do not apply. Foreign persons who
reported leasehold interests usually noted something on the form about their position
as a lessee. ESCS received reports on 142 parcels of leased land. These parcels
contain a total of 505,438 acres, of which timberland accounts for 94 percent.

Characteristics of Foreign Owners

Type of Foreign Owner

For purposes of this study, individuals are defined to include one person or a husband
and wife. The land can be held as a tenancy in common, a joint tenancy, or a tenancy
in the entirety. The partnerships category includes all legally defined partnerships,
joint ventures, and any tenancy in common which includes two or more persons who are

2/ The Northeast region includes Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, Massachusetts,
Rhode Island, Connecticut, New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Delaware, Maryland, and
the District of Columbia. The North-central region includes Michigan, Wisconsin,
Minnesota, Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Iowa, Missouri, North Dakota, South Dakota, .
Nebraska, and Kansas. The Southern region includes Virginia, West Virginia, North
Carolina, Kentucky, Tennessee, South Carolina, Georgia, Florida, Alabama, Mississippi,
Arkansas, Louisiana, Oklahoma, Texas, and Puerto Rico. The Western region includes
Montana, Idaho, Wyoming, Colorado, New Mexico, Arizona, Utah, Nevada, Washington,
Oregon, California, Alaska, and Hawaii.

4/ 44 Fed. Reg. 29031-32 (1979) (to be codified in 7 C.F.R. §§781.2(c), 781.3).



Table 1-=U.S. agricultural land holdings of foreign ownets, by State, 1979

gricultural land -

B ¢  Total areg H s : Proportion -
State : of State 1/ : Privately owned 2/ : Foreign owned : foreign owned
: : =—-----1,000 acres====————- o ~Acres : Percent
Alabama : 32,452 - 29,467 162,430 0.5
Alaska : 362,516 400 337 neg.
Arizona : 72,587 10,983 71,558 .5
Arkansas : 33,245 28,834 : 20,734 - .1
California : 100,071 47,353 ] 109,498 «2
Colorado : 66,410 37,527 132,137 4
Connecticut : 3,112 2,267 220 : neg.
Delaware : 1,268 : 1,064 - 837 .1l
Florida : 34,618 26,529 122,671 .5
Georgia : 37,167 33,253 223,412 .7
Hawaii : 4,112 1,992 14,287 .7
Idaho. : 52,913 15,166 6,534 neg.
Illinois : 35,679 32,326 29,477 .1
Indiana : 23,102 20,909 : 5,335 neg.
Iowa : 35,802 33,912 12,699 neg.
Kansas : 52,344 49,911 . 22,496 neg.
Kentucky : 25,376 22,915 - 7,956 nege.
Louisiana : 28,755 26,463 ~ 17,032 i .1
Maine : 19,789 18,829 ~18,934 .1
Maryland : 6,330 5,146 10,285 o2
‘Massachusetts : 5,009 - 3,322 5 : neg.
Michigan : 36,363 ] 26,117 ‘ 5,489 ' neg.
Minnesota : 50,745 36,204 - 16,101 .1
Mississippi : 30,269 26,629 I - 17,704 .3
“Missouri : 44,157 40,025 18,891 neg.
Montana : 93,176 ) 54,189 147,630 .3
Nebraska : 48,949 45,397 - 26,807 .1l
Nevada : 70,328 7,586 130,266 1.7
New Hampshire : 5,777- 4,682 30,040 .6
New Jersey : 4,813 2,894 - 7,416 .3
New Mexico : 77,703 ) 34,451 169,838 .5
New York : 30,612 24,257 : 122,064 .5
North Carolina: 31,231 27,321 75,986 : .3
‘North Dakota : 44,339 - 39,617 11,805 neg.
Ohio : 26,224 22,979 4,847 ' neg.
“Oklahoma : 44,020 38,875 - 02,982 neg.
Oregon - : 61,557 25,685 ' 166,168 .6
Pennsylvania : 28,778 22,380 © 95,565 o4
South Carolina: 19,344 15,932 220,125 l.4
South Dakota : 48,611 38,241 - 14,084 neg.
Tennessee : 26,450 22,901 285,775 1.2
Texas : 167,766 156,768 161,951 .1
Utah : - 52,541 10,779 -~ 8,131 .1
Vermont : 5,931 5,251 24,167 o5
Virginia : 25,459" . 21,499 37,327 .2
Washington : 42,605 23,028 35,327 2
_ West Virginia : 15,405 13,744 - 2,599 neg.
Wisconsin : 34,857 27,637 9,853 neg.
Wyoming : 62,210 26,142 1,800 ] neg.
Puerto Rico : NA NA 386 neg.
Total s 2,263, 587, 1,290,217 2,899,998 ) o2

T NA = Not avallable. neg. = Negligible. 17 1970 Census of Population. 2/ Privately held
land based on T. Frey, “Major Uses of Land in the United States: 1974," Econ., Statis., Coop.
Service, U.S. Dept. Agr., Ag. Econ. Rpt. No. 440, Nov. 1979. "Estimate of total land less public
land, urban, and transportation. Includes forest land, cropland, pasture range, and miscella-
neous. - - -



not married. The term partnership does not differentiate between joint tenancy and
tenancy in common. In the interest of simplicity and brevity, fine legal distinc-
tions, however important in an individual case, are ignored.

Each entity holding land is required to file a report. If two individuals own land as
a partnership, the partnership is to file one report as a partnership, with the part-
ners' names and citizenship listed on the back of the form. Occasionally, however,
two people will file as individuals, each filing a separate report on the same land
with a partial interest of, for example, 50 percent listed on each form. Because
there is no way to accurately identify land by location, two individuals such as these
cannot be distinguished from one partnership. This can occur when there is no legal
partnership but individuals own the land as tenants in common. If they file together
on one form, they are automatically considered a partnership. If they file sepa-
rately, they are considered individuals. Therefore, the data on individuals and part-
nerships and the number of reported parcels should be used with caution.

Individuals are the most commonly reported type of owner, 1,215 of whom reported own=
ing 216,532 acres of land (table 2). However, the 544 corporate holders, less than
half the ,number of individuals, reported owning 2,346,696 acres—-more than 10 times
the acreage held by individuals. Both types of owners own approximately the same
number of parcels: individuals, 1,379 parcels, or 1.13 parcels per holder; and corpo-
rations, 1,660 parcels, or 3.05 parcels per holder. However, corporate owners hold an
average of 1,414 acres per parcel, or 4,314 acres per holder, compared with individu-
als who hold 157 acres per parcel, or 178 acres per holder. The 223 partnerships
reported holding 276 parcels, for a total of 298,686 acres, averaging 1,082 acres per
parcel, or 1,339 acres per holder.

Table 2

ACREAGE OF U.S. AGRICULTURAL LAND HOLDINGS,
BY TYPE OF FOREIGN OWNER, 1979

H s 5 s H
¢ NUMBER OF : NUMBER OF : $ NUMBER OF ¢ ACREAGE 2/
TYPE OF OWNER : OWNERS ¢ PARCELS : ACRES SPERCENTAGES s EQUIVALENT -
: REPORTING : REPORTED @ sREPORTED 1/ ¢
H H H : s
H H s : s
INDIVIDUAL : 192153 1,379: 2164563 122: - 1964455
COR PORA TION : 544: 196602 243464696 80: 2¢3239859
PAR TNER SHIP H 223: 2762 298,686 32: 2699235
ESTATE H T2 10: 1,071: 1: 14057
TRUST s 32: 593 35,506 1: 35,503
OTHER : 42 8: 104762 0: © 1e476
TOTAL H 24025 3,392: 2,899,998 236 298274585
H : H i :

NUMBER OF PARCELS. FOR WHICH PERCENTAGES WERE REPORTED.
% ACREAGE EQUIVALENT EQUALS THE TOTAL ACREAGE REPORTED MULTIPLIED BY THE PERCENTAGE

HELD BY THE FOREIGN OWNER.

Corporations own about 81 percent of the total acreage reported; partnerships, about
10 percent: and individuals, 7.5 percent. The remaining l.5 percent is held by
estates, trusts, and other types of owners comprising real estate investment trusts
and church associations.



Size of Holding

All the land, regardless of the number of parcels reported, has been combined under
each owner. The number of owners is therefore less than the number of parcels. Of
course, owners do not always report their names in exactly the same way on each form.

Therefore, it is difficult to attribute these forms with great precision to one person
or legal entity. Some foreign persons hold interests in entities which, in turn, own
the land. These entities, of course, are treated as separate owners.

Table 2 shows the unequal size of holdings among various types of holders. Table 3
shows that 69 percent of the holders with less than 300 acres hold 3 percent of the
land, and 31 percent of the holders with 300 acres or more hold 97 percent of the
land. Part of this concentration can be explained by the definition of agricultural
land, which includes extensive uses of land such as for ranching and forestry and
intensive uses of land such as for orchards and vegetable farms. The different unit
sizes due to differences in use may also explain part of the acreage differences among
the States.

Table 3

SIZE OF FOREIGN HOLDINGS OF U.S. AGRICULTURAL LAND, 1979

: -8 H H H
: NUMBER OF : NUMBER OF : : NUMBER ¢
SIZE OF :  OWNERS ¢ PARCELS @  ACRES ¢ REPORTING : CURRENT
HO LDING : REPORTING : REPORTED @ t CURRENT :  VALUE
: : : * varve 1/ #(THOUS. DOL.)
LESS THAN 20 6452 663t 444352 5752 25,265
20 - 59 : 273: 310: 9,633: 28212 27,984
60 - 99 : 129: 152: 9,943: 129: 20,824
100 - 299 : 358: 435: 62,4913 3743 134,829
300 - 999 : 353: 4913 194,789: 407: 298,356
1000 OR MORE H 267: 19341 24618,707: 1,229 893,300
TOT AL : 2,025: 3,392: 2,899,998: 249962 1,400,558
. H - H S 3

1/ NUMBER OF PARCELS FOR WHICH CURRENT VALUE WAS REPORTED.

In States where foreigners own few parcels, the possibility of one or two unusual
situations prevents any generalization about concentration. For example, one large
timber holding by a foreigner in a State with a large number of field-crop farms could
easily be misinterpreted to suggest that a single foreigner was taking over the farm-
ing of the State. These and other hazards of interpretation suggest that the size
data be used with caution.

Some of the concentration suggested by the acreage data also appears in the value data
(table 3). Satisfactory replies on value were reported on only 2,996 of the 3,392
parcels for which there was acreage information. . The distribution of the 2,996 par-
cels reporting current value shows that value is also concentrated in the higher
ranges. Parcels ranging in size from 300 to 1,000 or more acres account for 85 per-
cent of the value (table 3). As for acreage, however, it is possible that a small
number of acres will account for a large share of the wealth.



As value represents one measure of size, the current value in table 3 is but one
measure--price. Section 2 of AFIDA requires owners to report the purchase price. For
recent acquisitions, current value generally will be close to but not always the same
as purchase price. As time passes, purchase price becomes a poor indicator of current
value. As would be expected, the total current estimated value of the real estate
exceeds the total purchase price. There were 198 fewer reports on current value than
on purchase price, so comparisons should be made with reservation (see table 4). For
example, average current value of holdings acquired in 1978, for those reporting
value, was $665,000. The average 1978 purchase price, for those reporting purchase
price, was $605,000ﬁ§/ The overall appreciation, therefore, is approximately 10 per-
cent. A series of such calculations to 1965 produced an average annual appreciation
of slightly greater than 8 percent. Compared with the current rates of appreciation
of land values of approximately 14 percent per year, the increase in value in foreign-
held land would appear modest.

Country of Origin

The act is designed to impute foreign person status to certain U.S. entities holding
direct and indirect interests in U.S. agricultural land. This 1s accomplished as a
result of permitting each successive link in a chain of U.S. entities to be defined as
“foreign persons” for the purposes of the act. However, only the "foreign person” who
actually holds the direct interest in the land, the first layer or tier, is considered
the reporting entity.

This entity may not actually be foreign, but under the act it is deemed a “"foreign
person” because another "foreign person” holds "a significant interest or substantial
control” in it. In some instances, that second tier may not actually be foreign, but
may be deemed "foreign" under the act for the same reason. The indirect "foreign"
owner of the real estate may be at the end of a string of U.S. entities. At least 5
percent of each U.S. entity may be owned by the next U.S. entity which is defined as a
“"foreign person.” Under the regulations, the reporting entity need only disclose (in
addition to information about the land held, acquired, or transferred) the information
about the second tier interest. However, the Secretary of Agriculture, under section
2(f) of the act, has the authority to obtain information concerning the entities in
the other tiers that are further back than the reporting entity.

Some respondents have given information on tiers beyond the second tier without being
requested to do so. In those cases, the first predominant country listed is used for
processing. If only two tiers of U.S. corporations are listed, the report is pro-
cessed as "U.S./Second Tier." Additional information from only a few reporting
entities has been requested to date. Requests for this information from others will
be made in the future. As can be seen in table 5, U.S./Second Tier accounts for only
0.8 percent of the total acreage owned and 0.7 percent of the parcels.

The reporting entity, whether U.S. or foreign, must, if such entity is a person other
than an individual or government, under the regulations, provide information (names,
addresses, citizenship, and the nature of the entity) on all foreign persons individ-
ually holding a 5~percent or more interest in the entity. This 5-percent standard
differs from the standard for determining whether or not an entity is required to file
at all. In the latter instance, if several foreign persons cumulatively own 5 percent
or more of the entity, with no single individuals owning a 5-percent interest, the
.entity is defined as a "foreign person” and is required to file a report. However,
the entity is not required to list the names and so forth of the foreign holders

* individually holding less than 5 percent of the entity. These forms are processed
under the heading of "U.S./Multiple < 5%" in table 5.

5/ Reports for 659 parcels in 1978 reported a total current value of $438,318,000.
Reports for 710 parcels in 1978 reported a total purchase price of $429,523,000.
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Table 4

VALUE OF UeSe AGRICULTURAL LAND HOLDINGSy BY TYPE OF FOREIGN OWNER, 1979

o o

: S NUMBER : $  NUMBER ¢ NUMBER @ H 1
:NUMBER OF :REPORTING : PURCHASE :REPORTING :  NON- SREPORTING : CURRENT : NUMBER :
TYPE OF OWNER ¢ OWNERS 3 PURCHASE : PRICE :  NON- t PURCHASE : CURRENT : VALUE tREPORTING : EQUITY
tREPORTING : PRICE 1/ :(THOUS. DOL.% PURCHASE : PRICE $ VALUE }/  s(THOUS. DOL.)¢ EQUITY }/ :(THOUS. DOL.)
: : : : PRICE I/ %(THOUS. DOL.)? s : :
H — 2 H 4 . 2 H H H
INDIVIDUAL : 1,2152 14265 135,300: 99: 650063 141968 -162,583: 19247: 90 1444
CORPORAT ION : 5442 14609: 911,263: 40: 18,038: 19499: 1,016,914 19555 639,120
PARTNERSHIP H 2233 250: 149,574: 242 49289 237: 169,389 242: 839485
ESTATE H T: H 1,104: 4 37: 9: 921 8: 1,111
TRUST : 32: 57: 444625 : 104: 49: 499978 54: 32,866
OTHER : 42 T: - 629% (o} H 62 ‘ T73:8 - 62 521
TOTAL H 240253 391942 1,5242,495: 169: 2B4474: 299962 1,400,558¢ 3,112¢ 847547

2 2 e 3 t Y 3 -

1/ NUMBER OF PARCELS FOR WHICH INFORMATION WAS REPORTED.



TABLE 5
UeSe AGRICULTURAL LAND HOLDINGSe BY COUNTRY OF FOREIGN OMNERS ‘1979

: : : : NUMBER @
INUMBER OF tNUMBER OF.: ¢ REPORTING: CURRENT
COUNTRY * OWNERS ¢ PARCELS ¢ ACRES ¢ CURRENT : VALUE
: SREPORTING ¢REPORTED ¢ s+ VALUE1/ «(THOUS. DOL,)
s : % . : :
ARGENTINA : 42 4¢ 216: 43 ‘468
AUSTRALIA : 5¢ 11: 14057: 10: 455
AUSTRIA : 132 143 8313 9: 297
BAHAMAS : 23 33 35893 3: 14316
BELGIUM : at &% 24613 4t 1+488
BERMUDA : 4 6 Be234¢ 62 69939
BRAZIL : 7 3: 482 3: 19055
BReVIRGIN TS : 2: 3: 340552 32 19435
CANADA : s70¢ 96T: 16247372 R37: 103+164
CAYMAN ISLAMDS : 2: -2 14977 1: 672
CHILE s 1: 1e 5: 1: 15
CHINA : 43 53 1+1062 43 - 586
COLOMBIA : 9: 142 840082 e: 9,083
CZECHOSLOVAKIA : 3z 3z 455¢ 3 76
DENMARK H 8¢ 9% 343422 82 24085
ECUADCGR : 1: 1z 2: 1 490
FRANCE : 9: 10 5¢323: 6% 851
GERMANY(WEST) : 25¢: 320 165e202: 278: 1434244
GREECE : 12 12 102662 12 500
GUATEMALA . 32 3. 1062 3: 561
HONDURAS : 1: 13 152 1: 119
HONG KONG : 8 11: 5¢053¢ 82 194189
INDIA H 22 2¢ 203 23 380
INDONESIA : 12 18 202 1: 50
IRAN : 42 43 451 3: 330
IRELAND : 3 43 3102 2: 49
ISRAEL : 2% 2: 1772 1: 85
ITALY : 7: 1cs 195062 9: 19997
IVORY CODAST : 1: 1: 1192 1: 100
JAMATICA : 1e 1 2942 1: 267
JAPAN : 162 120 24571 10: 129482
JORD AN : 23 2 229: 12 4590
SOUTH KOREA : 13 1 262 1: 180
KUWATT - 1 12 2172 i: 120
LEBANON : 3 43 809: 42 580
LIBFRIA H 2 2: 194462 0: 0
LIECHTENSTFIN : 102 162 124984 163 9¢914
MEXICO : 322 4y 254584¢ 33: 104833
NETHERLANDS : 4513 595: 2041372 55¢ 224072
NETHeANTILLES : 673 927 15597932 842 979682
NEW ZFEALAND : 1z 12 1602 1 208
NORUAY : 11: 1132 345382 83 967
PAKISTAN : 1: 1: 802 1: $160
PANAMA : 21 292 1549252 25! 284091
PHILIPPINES : 10¢ 13: 754 72 929
SPAIN : -1 3 872 2: 24193
SEE FOQTNOTES AT END OF TABLE. --CONTINUED



TABLE 5-
U.So ASlTCﬂlTUllL LiND HOLDINGSv BY COUNTRY

vaéquEzes,o#ﬁtﬁq 1979-CONTINUED

>

: : . ¢ NUMBER : o
o INUMBER OF:NUMBER nr:, o *REPORTING: CURRENT
- COUNTRY : OWNERS ¢ PARCELS ¢ ACRES CURRENT 't VALUE
' ;REPQR?ING:REPGRTEQ 2 ' 2 VALUE 1/ #THOUS. DOL.)
~ SWEDEW = 53 5: 1'275. ' -5t 524
- SWITZERLAND : S T4 91: 15+315: 86: 134191
- TURKEY : 1: 1: ~520¢ 1 130
UNITED KINGDOM i 49 6D 239819: 47: 59749
~URUGLAY M 1: 1 - 1: 225
VENEZUELA * o 21 26 19931 24 59403
CMULTIPLE : S 19: 268 7e350: 25: 89882
US/AUSTRALIA : 1:. 1: -5 1: 500
“USZ/ZAUSTRIA : 3 47 935: 43 19369
US/BAHAMAS : 42 5t 204118: 5¢ 99624
- US/RELGIUM 2 7: 112 344217: 9% 59284
‘US/BERMUD A H 42 52 - 9247 5: 59243
“US/BRAZIL 7 P 1 1 - 858:% 1 2yl22
US/BRVIRGIN IS, - : 2: B 1141972 3 34982
US/CANADA ' : 622 209T 1904217: 1867 1854737
C US/CAYMAN IS. E ac S 13 997368 113 364520
CUS7CHINA 2 7 £ 1e042: 43 19959
US/COLOMBIA H 42 42 697352 43 74280
US/DENMARK -z 1 1 - 185: 1 200
"US/FRANCE s S 11 243 4140393 23 924149
US/GERMANY(WEST) 1 59: 832 20742462 T1:  8le756
US/GREECE T I 1 591782 1z 14500
JS/GUYANA : 1 2t 3341 2z 284
US/HONG KONG b 3: 3 9591 3: 10373
JS/ZIRAN ’ : T: 1T Co41c 1 450
- USZIRAG K i: ~1: . 8ao: 6: o
USATTALY : 3t AT 294102 42 24521
_US/JAPAN T 122 16T 11s818: 143 214541
US/LEBANON 3 B 12 . 134: 1: 160
US/LIBERIA b - 62 6T 204830: 1 19200
US/LIECHTENSTEIN : 24¢ 28 1448732 193 309281
~ US/LUXEMBOURG £ 10 12t 399,328: 42 7661
T US/MEXTCO EY 7: 7T 23+987:% 7: 134516
- US/METHERLANDS ¢ 25: 1530 1464919: 149: 569422
US/NETHOANTILLES : 19: 31  534909: 28! 454169
USZPANAMA H 12t 142 696802 122 Te134
US/PHILIPPINES 5 1: 1 140352 0 9
-~ US/POLAND H 1z 1: 147 1: ‘88
~ US/SOUTH AFRICA * 1 12 194782 1: $1+500
US/SWEDEN : : 1s 1t 1872 n: 0
US/SWITZERLAND H 432 80: 5846682 T7: 444761
USZEEGYPT : 1z 1T 165: 1: 138
US/UNITED KINGDOM @ 243 644 89ge272: S 6067 1494139
US/MULTIPLF < 5% : 2 o - 5372 1: - ag
CUS/VENEZUELE : 8: 103 24496 10z 19905
JS/SECOND TIZR : 93 253 2341843 241 384077
US/MULTIPLF - 22: 40 3591272 38: 244152
' T@TAL : 240252 3,392 2.899.qeg. 2¢99€11+4004558

1/ NUMBER OF PARCELS FOR WHICH CURRENT VALUE WAS REPORTED
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Where persons from many different countries hold direct and indirect interests in one
piece of land, the predominant country whose interest is most direct is identified as
the country of origin. For example, West German and Swiss citizens could invest in a
Netherlands Antilles corporation which owns a 5-percent interest in a corporate land-
holder created under the laws of Panama. In this case, Panama would be the country of
origin, since the "foreign person” who owns the land is a Panamanian corporation.

When there is no predominant country--for example, a partnership between a Canadian
and a West German~-the report is processed under "Multiple.”

Reports filed by U.S. corporations which have foreign shareholders are classified
"U.S./(foreign country).” The foreign country represents the first predominant for-
eign country, regardless of the tier in which it occurs. For example, a U.S. corpora-
tion owned by another U.S. corporation which supplies the name of a Canadian corporate
shareholder is processed as "U.S./Canada.” The same treatment is given to a U.S. cor-
poration which has a Canadian shareholder who owns 10 percent of the stock, or a U.S.
corporation solely owned by a Canadian corporation which is solely owned by a French
corporation. Therefore, the category "U.S./Canada™ represents a variety of Canadian
interests in a U.S. corporation.

0f the 2,899,998 acres of foreign-held agricultural land reported by “"foreign per-
sons,"” 2,234,020 acres were reported as held by U.S. corporations with foreign inter-
ests. The remaining 665,978 acres, or 23 percent, are held by foreign persons not
connected with a U.S. corporation.

Land Use

As is evident from table 6, 1,289,572 acres of the land reported are timber or forest
land. A number of large U.S. timber companies are partially or solely owned by for-
eigners. Thus, deemed to be "foreign persons,” they are required to report their
holdings. This represents 45 percent of all reported agricultural land processed in
time for this report. Each parcel averages about 902 acres, approximately 2.3 times
greater than the holdings of cropland.

Cropland accounts for only 17 percent of the acres reported. Cropland, pasture land,
and other agricultural land together total 1,496,132 acres; this is 52 percent of all
foreign-reported acreage but only 0.1 percent of all privately held farmland in the

United States. The "Other Agriculture"” category includes such types of land as
orchards and vineyards.

Land is to be reported by parcel in the quantity in which it is purchased in one
county. The nonagricultural category 1s supposed to contain either the acreage that
was purchased in conjunction with land that falls in other agricultural use categories
or land that is idle now but was used within the last 5 years for agriculture. Many
Canadians apparently purchased parcels of few acres on which they have built or
intended to build recreation homes. Because the parcels contained timber, these pur-
chases were required to be reported. However, when many of these people filled out
the forms, they put all of the acreage in the nonagricultural category. This accounts
for the large number of other nonagricultural parcels with a relatively small acreage
total.

As table 7 indicates, U.S./U.K. corporations own 856,785 acres of timberland, or 66
percent of all timberland reported. The next largest foreign owners of timberland are
U.S./Canadian and U.S./Netherlands corporations. The largest three groups of holders
of cropland are foreign persons from West Germany, Canada, and the Netherlands Antil-
les. The largest "Other Nonagriculture" holders are U.S./Canadian corporations, hold-
ing 15,125 acres, or 0.5 percent of the total reported acreage.
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Table 6

USE OF U.S. AGRICULTURAL LAND
HELD BY FOREIGN OWNERS, 1979

LI 1)

NUMBER OF @
USAGE ¢t PARCELS : ACRES
¢ REPORTED :
: 1/ :
CROPS H 14256: 492,498
PASTURE : T24: 698,029
FOREST 10429: 1,289,572

OTHER AGRICULTURE
OTHER NON-AGRICULTURE
NOT REPORTED

TOTAL

378: 305,605
1,271: 100,134
26: 14,4160
5,084: 2,899,998

e 80 28 S0 Ne o0

1/ TOTAL NUMBER OF PARCELS REPORTED--5,084--DIFFERS
FROM TOTAL NUMBER OF PARCELS REPORTED IN OTHER TABLES
BECAUSE OF DOUBLE COUNTING. SOME PARCELS, FOR EXAMPLE,
COMBINED BOTH CROPS AND PASTURE AND WERE COUNTED IN
BOTH THE CROPS AND PASTURE CATEGORIES.

Intended Use

Concern has been expressed about farmland being purchased and taken out of agricul-
tural production. Foreigners do not appear to be proceeding in this direction to any
significant degree.

No change in use is intended for 95.4 percent of the acres (table 8). Intended use
changes to other agricultural usage were reported for holders of 1.2 percent of the
acreage. Reports for l.5 percent of the acreage indicate that some change to nonagri-
cultural use is intended. Such reports do not necessarily mean, however, that all of
this acreage will be changed. What they do mean is that the holders of this acreage
intend to change the use of some of the acreage. However, the report form does not
ask how much acreage will be involved. Reports representing 1.9 percent of the acre-
age did not indicate intended use.

Tenure Change

No tenure changes were reported for 35 percent of the parcels, or 42 percent of the
acreage (table 9). Reports for 40 percent of the parcels containing 50 percent of the
acreage indicate a new tenure arrangement on at least part of the land. The number of
acres affected by the new tenure arrangements is not reported. Thus, the acreage may
be overstated; that is, all of the acreage in these parcels are not necessarily af-
fected by new tenure arrangements. Nevertheless, reports for 0.4 percent of the par-
cels accounting for 0.2 percent of the acreage indicated that some of the tenure
arrangements would stay the same and some would change. No responses on tenure
changes were received for 24.6 percent of the parcels containing 7.8 percent of the
acreage.
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Table 7-

USE OF UsSe AGRICULTURAL LAND HOLDINGSs BY COUNTRY OF FOREIGN OWNERy 1979

1 : 3 H s H :
¢ CROPLAND ¢ PASTURE : FOREST : OTHER $OTHER NON- @ ACRES @
COUNTRY ¢ ACRES H ACRES H ACRES SAGRICULTURESAGRICULTURE: NO USAGE 3 TOTAL

3 . H H H ACRES H ACRES ¢ REPORTED @

3 3 3 i i 3 3

1 z : ] B i s
ARGENTINA H 103 243 H 20: 1623 03 216
AUSTRALIA H [¢}] H 364: 1: 6393 50: 1,057
AUSTRIA H 666t - 25 53 0 8T7¢ 2 831
BAHAMAS H 803 3003 [*}] 03 19: 0: 399
BELGIUM H 2742 6973 260 72583 6572 [+ 13 29613
BERMUDA H 3,735: 85: 346722 H 7422 H 89234
BRA ZIL H 1562 326 0: H [+ 1] H 482
BR.VIRGIN IS. : : 24992 0: [} 63: H 3,055
CANADA : 5544653 4893412 364221 792913 15,125 295¢ 1624738
CAYMAN ISLANDS H 146862 [H 0: 291: 0z H 1,977
CHILE H H 0: 52 ] [23 0: 5
CHINA H 90: 110: 835: 03 T1l: ['H 14106
COLOMBIA H 3463 403 3ar: T+567: 182 s 8,008
CZECHOSLOVAKIA : 257: 1533 30: 0s 153 o} 455
DENMARK H 1,865: 33: 14436 03 H 02 3,342
ECUADOR H 1: 0: H 0: H H 2
FRANCE H 5632 3,789: 761 1872 23: : 59323
GERMANY ( WEST) H 8445693 3748553 259495 89738 845452 [} 165,202
GREECE H C: 1,150 H [+ }] 1162 0: 1,266
GUATEMALA H 38: 36 28¢: 0: 43 [} 106
HONDURAS : 15: 0: H 0: 0: 0: 15
HONG KONG H 160: 6453 34638 5102 1003 0: 59053
IND IA H 1162 702 93 [} 8: H 203
INDONESIA H 03 0: 20 113 0: H 20
IRAN H 543 164: 217: 163 [+ 1 [+} 451
IRELAND H 2162 0: 22 153 778 H 310
ISRAEL H 1552 H 0: 0: 16: H 177
ITALY H 141353 39: 163: 251: 18: ] 1,606
IVORY COAST H [+} 0: 80: 39: ['H H 119
JAMAICA H [} 291 H 0: H [13] 294
JAP AN H 142642 939¢ 206 23 160: 0: 24571
JORDAN H 1442 60 25: H H H 229
SOUTH KOREA H b H 0: H 26 3 0: 26
KUWAIT H 84: 0: 125: 0: H H 217
LEBANON H 560: 1043 [/} H 1453 H 809
LIBERIA : 0: 0: 890: H 5562 H 1y446
LIECHTENSTEIN H 146773 5702 1046323 03 753 0: 12,954
MEX ICO H 346322 209584 305: 1862 877: ['H 25,584
NETHERLANDS : 1046242 29Thb2 246282 999 341402 H 20,137
NETH«ANTILLES B 50,8162 90,2952 7,788 3,129 397652 0: 155,793
NEW ZEALAND H 1602 [+ X] H [*X] 02 oz 160
NORWAY H 24552: 382 H 1442 460 0: 3,538
PAK ISTAN : 80 0: 0: [} 0: 113 80
PANAMA H 2,850¢ 5986612 14069 14329 39393: 418: 15,925
PHILIPPINES : 2533 283 H 402 28: 03 754
SPAIN H 8722 0: 03 H 031 [0} 872
SWE DEN : 115: 70 14090 H [} : 14275
SWITZERL AND H 658108 294062 3,805: 4903 19804: [¢} 154315
TURKEY t 1592 245 03 1163 [«1] H 520
UNITED K INGDOM : 244112 94789 290043 242563 1,7528 596072 23,819
URUGUAY H 0: 82 0: 1: [/} 0 9
VENEZUELA H 6572 1023 6413 173: 3582 0z 1,931
MULTIPLE H 2497412 24827 390: 2352 997: 160: T+350

H H H H H H H

SUBTOTAL - H H H : H H H
NON-Ue.Se INTEREST @ 24041132 235,595¢ 104,929: 3447772 44,0352 645302 6659979

: H H H H : H H
US/AUSTRALIA H H 0: 03 0: 752 H 75
US/AJSTRIA H 6752 0: 2323 03 28¢ [ 935
US/BAHAMAS H 15,721: 491248 Y 1672 1062 [+}] 200118
US/BELGIUM H 4y642: 28,208 EY AR 4003 5902 [ 349217
US/ BERMUDA H 4473 196 0: 2813 0z H 924
US/BRAZIL H 5573 0 03 301: 02 0s 858
US/BR.VIRGIN IS. H 6002 365: 104217: 0 152 0: 11,197
US/CANADA : Ty319: 12,3193 15449233 1,711 13,9453 [H 190,217
US/CAYMAN IS, : 743563 B4T3 8093 2593 4652 0: 9,736
US/CHINA H 1,039: 0: 0: [\E 3: H 1,042
US/COLOMBIA : 110t 64575 502 0: 0: LH 69735
US/DENMARK H 127: 03 473 53 62 LH 185
US/EGYPT H 1472 0 18: o 0: 03 165
US/FRANCE H 891422 10,8722 646572 10488432 494842 H 41,039
US/GERMANY{WEST) H 33,999 150,212: 11,844 2,967 892243 H 2072246
US/GREECE H 0: 34531: [k} 0s 1,647 0z 5,178
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Teble 7.

USE OF U.S. AGRICULTURAL LAND HOLDINGS, BY COUNTRY OF'ZFOVREIGH OMNERe 1979 --CONTINUED

H - 3 H - R I ] : o H 3
) 3 CROPLAND- ¢ PASTURE : FOREST ¢t OTHER SOTHER NON- t ACRES ¢
COUNTRY  ACRES :  ACRES * ACRES  3AGRICULTURE:AGRICULTURE: NO USAGE :  TOTAL

: : : - 2 _ACRES 't ACRES - ¢t REPORTED

- 2 & 3 S 2 H
US/GUYANA 3 0: 0: 0 3341 03 0: 334
US/HONG KONG : 5683 391: 03 os [.11 o: - 959
US/ IRAN H 362 03 X3 [« 5: Ot 41
US/IRAQ : 8002 02 [ H .02 0: : 800
US/ITALY H 157243 63: 60813 03 153 03 29410
US/JAPAN: : 599102 03 44795: 723 190412 02 11,818
US/LEBANON H 31: 402 61t 03 23 0: 134
US/LIBERIA : 1,069¢ 17,936 1,063¢ 5602 202 0: 204830
US/ZLIECHTENS TEIN : 11,511s 9543 4928 382t 195343 0 14,4873
US/LUXEMBOURG : 648702 153,513 14918 ¢ 236,931 963 0: 399,328
US/MEXICO : 24,0012 144423 1323 546161 148152 o: 23,987
US/NETHERLANDS : 1047072 18,3423 110,484 ¢ 150: 79236% 0: 1464919
US/NETHANTILLES : 3746713 3,994 849073 739s 2,598: 0: 53,909
US/PANAMA H 249363 192453 151062 7053 6883 0: 65680
US/PHILIPPINES H 6502 Y] [} 0: 385: 0: 1,035
US/POLAND : 728 25 50 03 o: 0: © 147
US/SOUTH AFRICA : 9003 3003 1783 5032 503 03 1,478
US/ SWEDEN 3 962 . 0z oz 03 91: 03 187
US/ SWITZERLAND s 304692 1644592 64185¢ 109932 3,339: oz 58,668
US/ZUNITED KINGDOM 19,3263 741632 856,785% 496652 2,703: 796302 898,272
US/VENEZUELA s 6052 0 191763 6ls 6543 0z 20496
US/MULTIPLE < 5% - 300t 0: 2352 -0z 2t 0: 537
US/SECOND TIER : 1743052 193662 9323 1,308 2,273: 0: 23,184
US/MULTIPLE : 194724 8,971: 443622 287:. 1,783¢ 0: 35,127

: H H P | H v H H )
SUBTOTAL - H e B | H K] H H e
UeSe INTEREST 3 25243852 46244343 141844643 270,828 5641002 716308 252349020
- H R H 3 14 3 H )

TOTAL 3 492,498: 69850292 1,289,572 30546052 10041353 1491603 27899,999

) 3 H : 3 z o 3 :
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Table 8
INTENDED USE OF U.Se. AGRICULTURAL LAND HOLDINGS OF FOREIGN OWNERS

1979
s H s H
¢ NUMBER OF 2 ¢ NUMBER ¢ CROPLAND
INTENDED USE ¢ PARCELS @ ACRES ¢ REPORTING : ACRES
¢ REPORTED 3 $ CROPLAND 1/ 3
H H s s
NO CHANGE H 350492 2976593462 191652 45649245
OTHER AGRICULTURE H 78: 34,007: 30: 89900
OTHER NON-AGRICULTURE: 207: 4498602 49: 89368
NOT REPORTED : 58: 559785z 12: 18,985
TOTAL H 3,392: 2,899,998: 1,256 4924498
— H — }H '

1/ NUMBER OF PARCELS FOR WHICH CROPLAND WAS REPORTED.

Table 9

TENURE CHANGE IN FOREIGN HELD U.Se AGRICULTURAL LAND, 1979

[N 1]

3 »
2 - K — -2

: NUMBER OF : NUMBER
TENURE CHANGE ¢ PARCELS ¢ ACRES : REPORTING : CURRENT

t REPORTED 3 ¢ CURRENT ¢  VALUE

s : $ VALUE }/ $(THOUS. DOL.)
SAME : 1,1843 1,206,7543 1,043: 601,236
NEW s 193598  1,460,2042 19248: 568,584
BOTH : 142 69388 11: 10,171
NOT REPORTED : 835: 22646523 694: 220,567

TOTAL s 393922 2,899,998: 299962 1,400,558
8 i

1/ NUMBER OF PARCELS FOR WHICH CURRENT VALUE WAS REPORTED.

FOREIGN ACQUISITIONS OF U.S. AGRICULTURAL LAND

This section deals with acquisitions of agricultural land by foreigners during the
period February 2, 1979, through May 31, 1979. Since foreign persons who transfer
land after February 1, 1979, have 90 days to file, only those who transferred land
from February 2, 1979, to May 26, 1979, would have been required to file by August 24,
1979. Because the report form asks only for month and year and not the day, the time
for reporting acquisitions was extended to May 31, 1979. Of such acquisition reports
received, only those correctly completed and received by ESCS as of August 24, 1979,
are included in the following tables.

Also included in these acquisition tables are those reports filed by U.S. entities
which became foreign after February 1, 1979. This change could occur if 5 percent or
more of a U.S. corporation was subsequently acquired by a "foreign person.™ It is
important to realize, therefore, that all of the acreage does not represent recent
- purchases. These acquisitions could include land held for any length of time by a

15



UsS. entity which recently came within the definition of "foreign person” under the
act. -The caveats discussed at the outset of .the landholdings discussion and in
conjunction with the landholdings tables should be considered when reviewing the
acquisition materials.

Concentration of Fo;eigp_Achisition

Foreign persons acquired 154,432 acres during the period February 2, 1979, through May
31, 1979 (table 10). California, Colorado, and Louisiana are reported to have the
largest acreages acquired during this period. Their total of 84,742 acres represents
55 percent of the total reported during this period. Ten States and Puerto Rico
reportéd no acquisitions during this period.

Characteristics of Foreign Owners

Type of Foreign Owner

Reports for 81 individual owners indicate 82 parcels were acquired during this period
(table 11). Sixty-five corporations reported acquiring 113 parcels containing approx-
imately four times as many acres as those parcels acquired by individuals. Individual
reports account for 18 percent of the acreage acquired during this period, whereas
corporations account for 70 percent.

Corporations acquired an average of 961 acres per parcel, or 1,670 acres per holder,
compared with individuals who acquired an average of 338 acres per parcel, or 342
acres per owner. Data on these corporate acquisitions are less than the comparable
data for holdings, whereas data on individual acquisitions are larger than those on
average holdings. Partnerships acquired 11 percent of the acreage, less than indi-~
viduals and corporations. Partnerships acquired an average of 634 acres per parcel,
or 713 acres per owner, which is less than the comparable data for partnership hold-
ings.

Each individual and partnership reported acquiring approximately one parcel each,
whereas corporations reported acquiring an average of 1.7 parcels per corporation.

Iowa, Texas, and Vermont reported the largest number of parcels acquired by individ-
uals during the period, seven parcels in each State, with relatively small amounts of
acreage (table 20). The largest amount of acreage acquired by an individual during
the period was 6,810 acres reported in one parcel in Hawaii. The largest numbers of
parcels acquired by organizations were reported in Alabama, Florida, and Georgia.
However, most of the acreage acquired by organizations during the period was reported
for California, Colorado, and Louisiana. Organizations reported acquiring more than
four times the number of acres acquired by individuals, but less than twice the number
of parcels.

Size of Holdin&

The 300-to-999 acres category contained the largest number of owners reporting acqui-
sitions (table 12). However, owners with 1,000 acres or more acquired approximately
76 percent of the acreage. Owners with less than 1,000 acres reported acquiring
approximately one parcel each, whereas owners with more than 1,000 acres acquired
approximately three parcels each. Owners acquiring 1,000 acres or more purchased
approximately 2,036 acres per parcel, versus owners with 300-to-999: acres who pur-
chased approximately 507 acres per parcel.
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Table 10

UeSe AGRICULTURAL LAND ACQUISITIONS
OF FOREIGN OWNERS, BY STATE,
ACQUIRED FEBRUARY 2, 1979 = MAY 31, 1979

. . VALUE 1/
STATE ‘ ACRES . (THOUS. DOL.)
ALABAMA H 296992 1,788
ARIZONA H 145302 2+479
ARKANSAS H 345632 3+537
CALIFORNIA H 59,0452 24,731
COLORADO H 13,1012 3¢360
FLORIDA ¢ 29368: 8,713
GEORGIA s 694632 44132
HAWATII H 69810 104
ILLINOIS : 151142 1,710
INDIANA H 237: 672
I0OWA : 1,749: 44458
KANSAS : 40z 32
KENTUCKY H 5642 1e154
LOUISTIANA H 1295962 11,083
MARYLAND : 193712 34394
MICHIGAN H 482 48
MISSISSIPPI1 H 39970: 44733
MISSOURI : 215: 173
" MONTANA : 52 93
NEBRASKA : 277 314
NEW HAMPSHIRE : 4452 286
NEW JERSEY : 210: 199
NEW MEXICO : 1,870 1,320
NEW YORK : 2642 108
NORTH CAROLINA : 1,868 1,879
NORTH DAKOTA H 2162 75
OHIO H 2960632 4,601
OKLAHOMA H 392: 353
OREGON H 2132 510
PENNSYLVANIA s 261: 553
SOUTH CAROLINA : 343103 14369
SOUTH DAKOTA : 154: 136
TENNESSEE : 11,377: 54135
TEXAS : 3,980 Ty778
VERMONT : 251 440
VIRGINIA H 29931:¢ 3,032
WASHINGTON H 294832 1,981
WEST VIRGINIA H 1,889: 158
WISCONSIN H 347: 1,050
WYOMING : 196003 410
TOTAL H 15444322 108,081

H —i

1/ VALUE, FOR THOSE PARCELS FOR WHICH VALUE WAS
REPORTED, EQUALS PURCHASE PRICE AND NONPURCHASE PRICE
(ESTIMATED VALUE).
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Table 11

ACREAGE OF Uo.S. AGRICULTURAL LAND ACQUISITIONS,
' 8Y TYPE OF FOREIGN OWNER, ,
ACQUIRED FEBRUARY 2,4 1979 - HAY'319 1979

s ) 3 3 3
2 NUMBER OF : NUMBER OF 3 $ NUMBER OF : ACREAGE
TYPE OF OWNER : OWNERS ¢ PARCELS : ‘ACRES sPERCENTAGESSEQUIVALENT g_f
¢ REPORTING ¢ REPORTED @ ¢ REPORTED 1_/ H
INDIVID UAL H 81¢: 82: 27 4687 10: 254861
CORPORA - TION H 65 113: 108,568: 3: 1089495
PAR TNER SHI P H 24: 27 17,112: 12 17,094
TRUST : 4: 43 1,060 02 1,060
OTHER : 1 1: - 53 0: 5
TOTAL : 175: 227: 1544432 14z 152,515

<2 K3

1/ NUMBER OF PARCELS FOR WHICH PERCENTAGES WERE REPORTED.
_2/ ACREAGE EQUIVALENT EQUALS THE TOTAL ACREAGE REPORTED MULTIPLIED BY THE PERCENTAGE
HELD BY THE FOREIGN OWNER.

Table 12

SIZE OF FOREIGN ACQUISITIONS OF UeSe AGRICULTURAL LAND
ACQUIRED FEBRUARY 2, 1979 - MAY 31, 1979

SIZE OF ¢ NUMBER OF : NUMBER OF : :

ACQUISITION : OWNERS ¢ PARCELS : ACRES H VALUE 1/

s REPORTING : REPORTED @ $ (THOUS. DOL.)

LESS THAN 20 H 31: 31: 2423 249209
20 - 59 : 29 29: 9632 49509
60 - 99 H 13: 15: 14022: 2+967
100 - 299 H 36 39: 692322 11,183
300 - 999 H 46 55 2749022 36 9699
1000 OR MORE. H 20: 58¢ 118,071 509514
TOTAL H 175: 227: 1544432 108,081

— - -

1/ VALUE, FOR THOSE PARCELS FOR WHICH VALUE WAS REPORTED, EQUALS PURCHASE
PRICE AND NONPURCHASE PRICE (ESTIMATED VALUE).

Country of ’Origin

U.S. corporations with foreign interests and foreign persons not affiliated with a
U.S. corporation acquired approximately the same amount of acreage-=—-52 and 48 percent,
respectively (table 13).
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Table 13

UeSe AGRICULTURAL LAND ACQUISITIONS, BY COUNTRY OF FOREIGN OWNER,

ACQUIRED FEBRUARY 2, 1979 = MAY 31, 1979

s NUMBER OF : NUMBER OF : :
COUNTRY H ¢ PARCELS @ ACRES : VALUE 1/
: REPORTING : REPORTED @ ¢(THOUS, DOL.)
BELGIUM H 1¢ 1: H 296
BE RMUDA H 1: 1: 4452 286
BR VIRGIN IS. H 1: 1: 10,873: 59000
CANADA H 35: 37: 104175 12,724
CH INA H l: 1: 80:¢ 14275
EGYPT H 1: ) £ 8: 8
GERMANY (WEST) H 443 47: 21,1502 19,325
IR AN H 1: 1l: 426: 100
ITALY H 1: 314 750
LIECHTENSTEIN H 3: 3: 2422 275
ME X1CO H 22 22 306: 336
NE THERLANDS H 8: 8: 39622 1,200
NE THe ANTILLES H 14 202 214324 154572
PANAMA H 1: 1: 107: 806
PH ILIPPINES H 1: B 170: 153
SPAIN H 1: 1: 23: 35
SWITZERLAND : 5: 5: 3,879 449345
SYRIA : 1: 1: 38: 52
UNITED KINGDOM : 43 43 4063 419
VENEZUELA H 2: 22 999: 260
MULTIPLE H 22 23 92 126

SUBTOTAL - : : : H
NON=-U.S. INTEREST 3 130: 141: T4y 743 634343
US /BELGIUM : 1: 1: 682: 306
US /CANADA H 52 23: 39455 5,901
US/CHINA : 1: 1: 107: 174
US /DENMARK H 1: 1: 588: 700
US /FRANCE H 22 42 126: 460
US/GERMANY (WEST) H 14 19: 65, 427: 259552
US/GUATEMALA H 1: 1: 392: 353
US/LIBERIA : 1: 12 12: S0
US/LIECHTENSTEIN H 3: 3: 2,075: 3,131
US ZLUXEMBOURG ° H 1: 1: 203: 659
US/NETHERLANDS H 2: 2: 25: 367
US/SWITZERLAND : 5z 8: 354402 44939
US/ZUNITED KINGDOM H T 20: 3,021: 2+069
US/MULTIPLE H 1: 1: 136 37

SUBTOTAL - H H s H
UeSe INTEREST : 45: 862 79,689 444,738
TOTAL H 175: 227: 154,432: 108,081

.
>

1/ VALUE, FOR THOSE PARCELS FOR WHICH VALUE WAS REPORTED, EQUALS PURCHASE PRICE
AND NONPURCHASE PRICE (ESTIMATED VALUE).
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Land Héear’

Of the acreage acquired for the reporting period, 59 percent is cropland and 19
percent is forest land (table 14). This is the reverse of the land-use holding
reports where holdings for forest land exceed se for cropland. Only 2 percent of
the ‘acreage acquired was reported in the "Other Nonagriculture" category. o

Table 14 -

USE OF U.S. FOREIGN OWNED AGRICULTURAL LAND
- ACQUIRED FEBRUARY 2, 1979 - MAY 31, 1979

NUMBER OF
PARCELS

AR , ACRES
REPORTED o

00 sn 90 90

USAGE

o0 foe o0 00 00 00

914699
18,687
294849
11,618
-9 24579
3702 1544432

CROPS
PASTURE
FOREST :
OTHER AGRICULTURE
OTHER NON-AGRICULTURE
- TOTAL , ,

.

Ve

~ U O
ILSLE
(1]

(1%

ot s w0 se we e ve s e

‘The largest acquisitions of cropland were reported by U.S./West German corporations,
~accounting for 54 percent of the cropland and 32 percent of the total acquisitions
(table 15). The second largest group, foreign persons from the Netherlands Antilles,
reported acquiring 21 percent of the cropland. - The largest three groups of forest
land acquisitions are reported by foreign persons from the British Virgin Islands and
West Germany and U.S./West German corporatioms. S a

‘The reports of acquisitions for this period indicate no change in land use for 91 per-
cent of the acreage (table 16). Intended changes to other agricultural use were - '
reported for holders of 7.7 percent of the acquired acreage. Reports by holders of
1.3.percent of the acreage indicate an intended change to nonagricultural use. e
Since the form askgd:foffchapges;by,parqelsjaﬁdinptragrgs;?all of this acreage may not
be affected by the indicated changes. The figure for change to nonagricultural use is
approximately the same for the holdings reports, whereas the holdings figure for no
change is slightly higher and the figure for change to other agricultural use is
slightly lower. Reports for only two parcels accounting for 63 acres did not respond
to the intended-use question. Organizations reporting a change to nonagricultural use
‘account for slightly less than twice the number of acres as individuals, or 0.9 per-

réent?qfithe,totalfacreage,acquirdd‘duting'thé_péfioaf -
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Table 15
USE OF U.S. AGRICULTURAL LANDs BY COUNTRY OF OWNER,

ACQUIRED FEBRUARY 2¢ 1979 = MAY 31, 1979
3 H : 3 s : R}
¢ CROPLAND : PASTURE : FOREST 3 OTHER $OTHER NON~- : ACRES :
COUNTRY : ACRES 3°  ACRES : ACRES 2AGRICUL TURE tAGR ICULTURE: NO USAGE @ TOTAL
e s H H ACRES H ACRES 2 REPORTED 3
Fl H H 3 H 3 H
3 H 3 ] : : s
BELGIUM H 602 0: [ 33 s 43 0: 64
BERMJDA 3 13: 03 3561 762 o: ] 445
BRe VIRGIN IS. : : 03 10,873: [+H [+ o 104873
CANADA H 543912 1,104 362: 24725 593: 0z 104175
CHINA H 80: 0: 0: 0: H 0z 80
EGYPT : 23 H 03 H 0: : 8
GERMANY(WEST) H 793052 Te6773 594183 5163 2343 03 214150
IRAN : ['H H 0: ] 4262 [+ }] 426
ITALY 3 03 1003 2003 14: 0 0: 314
LIECHTENSTEIN : 197: 0: 402 0 5: H 242
MEXICO H : 306 [ }3 H 03 H 306
NETHERLANDS H 1,382 15324 910: ot 62 oz 3,622
NETHeANTILLES : 19,2352 1,499 1602 150: 280: 0: 214324
P AN AMA ] 107: H 0: H 3 B 107
PHILIPPINES H 150: H 0t 20: Oz ('} 170
SPAIN H 233 H 0: 0: [} 0: 23
SWITZERLAND H 2,641 172: 1,001¢ H 653 : 34879
SYRIA - : 033 H 38: : H H 38
UNITED K INGDOM H 141: H ['}] 1572 1083 H 406
VENEZUELA H 1102 0 861: . 0s 28: H 999
MUL TIPLE H H H 0s 0: 92: 0z 92
SUBTOTAL - : H H H H H H
NON-U.Se INTEREST : 3698353 124182: 2052192 36662 1,841: H T4eT43
US/BELGIUM H G: (VR4 682: H [0} 0: 682
US/CANADA : 110: 742 295242 6463 101: 0: 34455
US/CHINA H 107: : ['H 03 0 0: 107
US/ DENMARK H 1253 115: 348: H 3] [} 588
US/FRANCE H 262 37: 2: ] 61 H 126
US/ GERMANY(WEST) H 4947502 59309 3,071: 699463 351: H 65¢427
US/GUATEMALA : 0: 392: 0: H 0: H 392
US/LIBERIA H 63 H 0: 0z 61 5 12
US/LIECHTENSTEIN : 199442 0: 20: 91: 20: 0 24075
US/LUXEMBOURG : 203: : 0: H 03 H 203
US/NETHERLANDS H 0: 3 0: 0: 252 H 25
US/SWITZERLAND : 242913 5783 2963 269: ] H 3,440
US/UNITED KINGDOM H 2472 O 2,606 H 1682 0: 3,021
US/MULTIPLE H 552 : 81: [} H [} 136
SUBTOTAL - H H 3 H H H H
UeSe INTEREST H 544864 695053 99630 T9952: 7383 0: 799689
TOTAL : 91,6992 18,4687 29,849 11,6183 24579: 0z 1544432
3 = : H H H 3 :
Table 16
INTENDED USE OF U.S. AGRICULTURAL LANDy BY TYPE OF FOREIGN OWNER,
ACQUIRED FEBRUARY 24 1979 = MAY 31, 1979
: TYPE OF OWNER
t : 3
H INDIVIDUAL s GOV ERNMENT 3 ORGANIZATION
INTENDED USE H H ]
H : H ] H ]
: NUMBER OF : t NUMBER OF 3 3 NUMBER OF 3
¢  PARCELS @ ACRES ¢ PARCELS : ACRES ¢t PARCELS : ACRES
¢ REPORTED : ¢ REPORTED : ¢ REPORTED @
3 H 3 3 N 3
[ H s z s s
NO CHANGE 3 75: 26,7773 - H - 3 1282 113,621
OTHER AGRICULTURE H 23 128: - H - H 42 11:747
OTHER NON-AGRICULTURE: 53 7822 - H - 3 11: 19314
NOT REPORTED H - H - H - H - H 23 63
TOTAL H 82: 27,6872 - ] - H 145: 1269745
3 3 : i 3 H
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Tenure Change

Reports for 43 percent of the parcels acquired during the period indicate no tenure
change for 67 percent of the acreage (table 17). This is a considerably higher
percentage than was reported for no change in the holdings reports. Reports for 37
percent of the acquisition parcels containing 27 percent of the acreage indicated a
tenure change. Again, not all of this acreage is necessarily affected by tenure
arrangements. No responses on tenure change were made for 21 percent of the parcels
accounting for 6 percent of the acreage.

Table 17

TENURE CHANGE
IN FOREIGN OWNED U.S. AGRICULTURAL LAND
ACQUIRED FEBRUARY 2, 1979 = MAY 31, 1979

¢ NUMBER OF ¢
TENURE CHANGE ¢ PARCELS = ACRES
¢ REPORTED =
3 H
SAME 4 97z 102,665
NEW : 83: 41,901
NOT REPORTED S 47: 9,866
TOTAL H 227T: 1549432

DISPOSITIONS AND LAND-USE CHANGES

Data in tables 18 and 19 reflect reports of dispositions which occurred after February
1, 1979, but before May 31, 1979, and which were correctly completed and received by
ESCS as of August 24, 1979. This is the same time frame used for the acquisitions
reporting period.

Foreign persons reported disposing of 4,991 acres of U.S. agricultural land between
February 2, 1979, and May 31, 1979. The largest dispositions occurred in South
Carolina and Oregon. Twenty-six States reported no dispositions during this period.

Transfers by foreign investors to other known foreign persons account for only 3 per-
cent of the acreage transferred. Reports for 3,070 acres indicate that they were sold
to U.S. purchasers.

If a running inventory of land is to be maintained, each parcel of foreign-held land
must be uniquely identified, preferably with a geographic locatorﬁﬁ/ Tracing the
ownership of parcels over time on an aggregated basis without such identifiers is
virtually impossible. Therefore, there is no way of accurately following one partic-
ular piece of land when it is acquired or sold.

There is no report on the limited number of land-use changes because the forms
received by ESCS are currently being corrected.

6/ For a discussion of parcel identifier standards, see D. Moyer and K. Fisher,
Land Parcel Identifiers for Information Systems, Chicago: Am. Bar Foundation, 1973.

22



Table 18--Dispositions of U.S. agricultural land by foreign owners,

by State, February 2-May 31, 1979

STATE : PARCELS : ACRES
Alabama : 1 5
Colorado : 1 132

. Florida : 1 8
Georgia : 4 888
Illinois : 1 31
Minnesota : 1 640
Missigsippi s 2 164
Missouri : 2 894
North Carolina : 2 7
Oregon : 1 918
South Carolina : 3 1,250
Tennessee : 1 23
Utah : 1 5
Washington : 2 26

Total : 23 4,991

Table 19--Dispositions of U.S. agricultural land by foreign owners
to purchasers of U.S., foreign, and unknown citizenship,

February 2-May 31, 1979.

Purchaser : Parcels : Acres
United States : 15 3,070
Foreign : 2 156
Unknown : 6 1,765

Total : 23 4,991

IMPACTS OF FOREIGN OWNERSHIP ON FAMILY FARMS AND RURAL COMMUNITIES

Section 5 of AFIDA calls for an analysis of the data on foreign holdings and transfers

as they pertain to family farms and rural communities.

The following analysis pro-

vides an initial statement on the economic and social effects of foreign ownership of
The objective is to identify the significant features of foreign
investment in agricultural land and to determine whether those features have a posi-
tive or negative effect on agriculture and rural communities. The analysis is subject
to change after processing of further data and the completion of supplementary

agricultural land.

studies.
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Of the 2.2 billion acres of land in the United States, 1.3 billion acres is in private
ownership of which approximately 95 percent is agricultural land as defined by the
act. As of October 31, 1979, foreigners are reported as owning 5.2 million acres of
this agricultural land, less than 0.5 percent of all privately held land and less than
0.25 percent of all land in the United States. )

Effects of Foreign Ownership

Impacts of foreign ownership on agriculture and rural communities may take a variety
of forms, some of which are too subtle or indirect to identify or measure. Initially
at least, examination of the possible effects is limited to those most commonly noted:
foreign investment increases land prices, reduces farming opportunities, neglects soil
and related resources, reduces local markets for inputs, and reduces production and
productivity. Concerns about many of these effects were revealed in congressional
hearings preceding passage of AFIDA and the reports on the bills.?/

For purposes of this report, an attempt is made to determine the direction of the
influence of foreign ownership or acquisition. Because the information supplied by
the AFIDA reports does not permit conclusive testing of these relationships, this
preliminary analysis must depend heavily on judgment. These judgments are generally
consistent with those of a number of real estate specialists and economists who have
examined the impact of foreign investment on farmland.8/

Land Prices

" Any additional demand in a market with a relatively fixed supply, such as land, is
likely to have a positive effect on price. The issue here is whether the foreign
purchaser influences the market price more or less than a domestic purchaser.

Recent increases in farmland prices clearly indicate strong forces at work in U.S.
farm real estate markets. The average value per acre rose from $246 in 1973 to $559
in 1979. Farmland prices have increased 13 percent or more in 6 of the last 7 years.

The pattern of these increases, however, has been irregular among States and in
successive years. Since 1973, percentage changes in average values from one year to
the next have ranged from -4 to 36 percent in different States. The State with a
4-percent decrease in price in 1978 experienced a 22-percent increase in 1979.9/

The geographic pattern of foreign investment bears little or no relationship to the

patterns of price change. For example, Georgia and Tennessee, which report some of

the highest rates of foreign investment, have had average or below-average increases
in land value since 1973. Other States, such as Kentucky, Wisconsin, and Minnesota,
with their restrictions or low rates of foreign investment, have experienced above-

average increases in land prices.

7/ See, H.R. Rep. No. 1570, 95th Cong., 2d Sess. (1978), and S. Rep. No. 1072, 95th
Cong., 2d Sess. (1978).

§/ See, for example, Senate Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry,
Foreign Investment in United States Agricultural Land, 95th Cong., 2d Sess. (1979).
An especially incisive and detailed analysis is: D. Jansma, F. Goode, and P. Small,
"Economic Effects of Foreign Farmland Investments on Farms and Rural Communities,” in
UsS. Department of Agriculture, Monitoring Foreign Investment in U.S. Real Estate,
1979, Vol. 3, pp. 1-68.

9/ U.S. Department of Agriculture, ESCS, Farm Real Estate Market Developments,
CD-84, Aug. 1979, pp. 5, 33.
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Foreign purchasers are more likely to buy large whole farms to distribute transaction
costs. The average size of tracts purchased by foreign owners, according to a recent
farm real estate survey, is three to five times the average for all transfers.lg
However, for land of a certain quality, the price per acre of land in whole farms
will tend to be lower per acre than separated parts of farms.1l/ Therefore, 1f
foreign buyers are paying higher prices, it is for reasons other than size of unit.
Any price differential appears due not to higher prices paid by foreign buyers for
comparable land, but to the selective types, qualities, and locations of their pur-
chases.

Foreign purchasers may differ from U.S. purchasers in two ways: (1) Foreign pur-
chasers may capitalize the potential tax advantage in capital gains through a favor-
able tax treatylgf, so that they may be able to bid higher prices for land, and (2)
foreign purchasers may be faced with a number of social and political risk factors at
home that make U.S. land appear more attractive than alternatives available to them.
Neither of these factors is necessarily associated with agricultural land, so that
alternative investments in the United States are likely to prevent the foreign inves-
tor from paying excessive prices for farmland. Furthermore, purchasers approaching
the market from a national rather than local perspective, as many foreign persons do,
are in a better position-to find advantageous prices than a purchaser who is limited
to the surrounding community.

In short, the relatively unrestricted U.S. real estate market gives little reason for
forei%n purchasers, or their representatives, to pay more than the market price for
land.13/ With a wider view of the market and with abundant finances, they can enter
the market for larger and more expensive landholdings. Such behavior may give the
appearance of paying a premium, when in fact, it is bargain hunting in a segment of
the market.

Tenure

Concern has been expressed about the effect of foreign ownership on farming opportun-
ities and the owner-operator features of U.S. agriculture. Foreign owners, as absen-
tees, generally rely on hired managers and tenants to operate their land. As such, it
is assumed they will foreclose opportunities for beginning farmers to acquire land.

The opportunity to gain access to or use of land for farming is not foreclosed merely
because the operator does not own it. In fact, leasing has been a traditional method
of acquiring land for farming, and the proportion of land operated by renters has been
remarkably stable throughout the recent history of U.S. agriculture. The percentage
of farmland rented has ranged narrowly between 35 and 39 percent during the past half

10/ 1Ibid. p. 68.

11/ 1Ibid. p. 4.

12/ These tax advantages tend to be exaggerated. The U.S. Treasury Department has
estimated that taxing all the capital gains in sales of foreign-held agricultural land
would increase tax revenues to $22 million in 1979. Its impact on the more than §14
billion of annual sales of farm real estate is likely to be small. U.S. Department of
the Treasury, Taxation of Foreign Investment in U.S. Real Estate, 1979. See also,

D. Abramson, K. Gertel, and J. Lewis, Federal Taxation of and Incentives for Foreign
Investment in U.S. Real Estate, Lincoln Institute of Land Policy, Cambridge, Mass.,
Apr. 1978.

lé/ The average price paid by foreign purchasers for recent acquisitions of agri-
cultural land is $610 per acre. While higher than the national value of farmland of
$559 per acre, the prices paid by foreigners appear reasonable. The $610 is calcu-
lated from purchases by foreign investors since February 2, 1979. The $559 is from
Farm Real Estate Market Developments, supra note 9, p. 33.
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century, with the exception of the thirties when.it rose to 45 percent. Foreign
owners may displace a few U.S. landlords, but it is unlikely that the tenure structure
is being affected significantly. A few sale and leaseback arrangements will not
affect land under lease or access to land for farming to any important degree.

Although comparable data for U.S. purchasers are not available, foreign investors have
reported a change of operator on about one-fourth of recent acquisitions (see table
17). This proportion does not seem unusually large and would suggest that many for-
eign purchases result-in little change of operator.

A preliminary review of the AFIDA data confirms the conventional notion that cash
leases are preferred by more distant owners. The Census of Agriculture shows that 26
percent of farm leases are cash only and an additional 11 percent of the leases are
mixed crop-share and cash. Foreign owners who lease their land make use of the cash
lease 2.6 times as often as the share lease. Share leases are evidence that the
foreign owners are "effectively connected"” with the operation. For some income tax
situations, the foreign owner may wish to avoid being effectively connected and
therefore use the cash-lease arrangement. Cash leases also-involve less management,
less risk, and more certain return on investment features which might appeal to for-
eign owners. Foreign owners, therefore, may increase the proportion of rented land
that is cash leased.

To the extent that foreign purchasers tend to buy whole farms, they will contribute
less to reducing the number of farms than local farmers who add on parts of terminated
farms. However, it is unlikely that foreign ownership will have much effect on the
size of operating units in either case. The type of owner (individual, partnership,
corporation, or other) appears to have greater bearing on the size of the unit than
whether the owner is foreign. Both foreign and U.S. corporations have larger units
than individuals.l4/

Production and Land Use

It is conventionally believed that absentee ownership results in poorer land use and
lower productivity. To sustain this belief, it is necessary to show that land is used
differently by foreign owners. However, foreign owners reporting under AFIDA over-
whelmingly stated that no change was made when land was acquired. ~Of the 3,559
parcels on which intended use was reported, 91 percent showed no change in intended
use (see tables 8 and 16). Broad land-use classes, of course, are inadequate for
revealing the differences in quality of management or resource use. To test such
differences, studies of the Iowa type described later are necessary.

Jansma and others have concluded that there is no evidence that foreign investors
decrease the intensity of land use or otherwise reduce agricultural output and
income.l3/ On the contrary, their study indicated a tendency by foreign investors
to Increase production and intensity of land use by such means as clearing land to
plant crops, irrigating former dryland, and converting native pasture to improved
pasture.

There are strong tax incentives for landowners with higher incomes to invest in land
improvements, particularly those improvements which will improve longrun productiv-
ity.}ﬁ/ To the extent that improvements are deductible from current income or are

14/ U.S. Department of Agriculture, Who Owns the Land?, ESCS-70, 1979, p. 1l.

15/ Jansma, et al., supra note 8, p. 32.

16/ R. Boxley and W. Anderson, "An Evaluation of Subsidy Forms for Soil and Water
Conservation,” in Joint Economic Committee, The Economics of Federal Subsidy Programs,
Part 7, 93d Cong., lst Sess. (1973).

26



taxed at lower capital gains rates, higher income landowners have a financial edge
over lower income owners or potential owners. If foreign owners are among high income
owners, they may elect to obtain the same tax advantage historically accorded to real
estate as opposed to that accorded to earned income.l/.

Because a high proportion of foreign owners lease their land to others, the produc-
tivity and production will be affected by the efficiency of leasing. Traditionally,
leasing has been regarded as inferior to owner-—operatorship, partly on the grounds of
inefficiency. These notions of inefficiency were supported by some theoretical state-
ments of the 19th century.}§/ Empirical studies in the fifties tested the relative
efficiency of temancy, but they generally failed to show that leasing is inefficient.
More recent theoretical work, taking into account risk sharing and transaction costs,
suggests that leasing arrangements can be a method of efficient agricultural produc-
tion.19/ While this more recent work has some empirical content, the empirical

base is still thin. It does suggest, however, that many of the traditional beliefs
(theories concerning tenure, the structure of agriculture, and resource control) are
open to question.

Communities

The negative effect of foreign ownership on communities is presumed to result from
elimination of operators and more extensive operation, a shift toward more distant
markets for agricultural inputs and outputs, and a lack of concern for the level and
quality of public and social services.

First, depopulation of an area is not inherent in foreign or any other absentee owner-
ship of land. Occupancy has no necessary relationship to ownership. If foreign own-
ership resulted in the idling of land, then it might induce depopulation, but the
AFIDA reports provide no evidence of the idling of land by foreign ownership. On the
contrary, the reports show that land continues to be operated either by the same oper-
ator or by a replacement (see tables 9 and 17). A general examination of net migra-
tion patterns from Bureau of the Census "Current Population Reports"” reveals no con—
sistent relationship of these patterns to levels of foreign investment. The same is
true of the relationship between farm employmenczg/ or farm numbersgl/ and the levels
of foreign investment. Farm numbers declined nationally slightly over 6 percent
between 1975 and 1979; about the same in Georgia, greater than in South Carolina, and
slightly less than in Tennessee (States reporting some of the highest rates of foreign
investment). Kentucky, which restricts foreign ownership, had a 10-percent decline in
farm numbers during 1975-79. Apparently, therefore, foreign ownership of land neither
encourages nor prevents the decline in farm numbers.

17/ M. Burge, “"Federal Taxes and Foreign Held Real Estate,” in U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Monitoring Foreign Ownership of U.S. Real Estate, 1979.

18/ Notably, Alfred Marshall, Principles of Economics (1890), 8th edition, Mac-
Millan, London, 1964, especially chapter X.

19/ S. Cheung, "Prlvate Property Rights and Sharecropping,” 76 Journal of Political
Economics 1107, Nov. 1968, and elsewhere, is often credited with starting the reexami-
nation of leasing. For more recent statements, see, P. Bardhan and T. Srinivasan,
"Cropsharing Tenancy in Agriculture: A Theoretical and Empirical Analysis,” 61
American Economics Review 48-64, Mar. 1971; and J. Sutinen, "The Rational Choice of
Share Leasing and Implications for Efficiency,” 57 American Journal of Agricultural
Economics, Nov. 1975, pp. 613-621.

20/ U.S. Department of Agriculture, Agricultural Statistics: 1978, 1978, p.

430.
21/ Farm Real Estate Market Developments, supra note 9, p. 34.




Although their data were extremely limited, Jansma and others found that foreign-owned
land was not farmed less intensively, but more. Thus, value of production in a
community apparently would not diminish as a result of foreign ownership, and may even
increase. However, their study does not separate the influence of new foreign owners
from new owners generally. Since the cycle of farm operations may result in a period
of decline before the farm is transferred, a change in ownership and management may be
associated with increased productivity regardless of whether the purchaser is foreign
or a U.S. citizen,

Foreign owners tend to purchase larger than average units which tend to be served by
more- distant markets. Larger units may require quantities and types of services that
make more distant markets advantageous sources of inputs. Thus, local businesses may
decline as the size of agricultural units increase and their numbers decrease. How-
ever, there is nothing inherent in foreign acquisition to decrease the number of units
or increase their size. To the extent that foreign purchasers acquire whole farm or
forest units, they will have less effect on size expansion than U.S. purchasers who
add acreage to their own units. The foreign owner, compared with the U.S. owner, is
associated with, but does not necessarily contribute to, larger operating units. The
forces contributing to the disappearance of small rural communities-—-improved trans-
portation, financial economies of large-scale borrowing and purchasing, and central-
ization of processing--will exist whether or not absentee or foreign owners acquire
land.

Absentee owners, including foreign owners, have less immediate interests in public and
social services than residents. Most of the property tax dollars go towards schools
and welfare, neither of which is provided to the absentee. Only a small proportion of
real property taxes provide services of the type received by absentee owners. It is
possible that if absentee ownership of land became extensive, county residents could
vote public measures for their (residents') benefit, the cost of which would be car-
ried by minority absentee owners of taxable property. Absentees cannot vote for local
officials or local issues. On balance, it would seem that absentee landowners gener-
ate net income to rural counties through payment of taxes and lack of demand for ser-
vices of county governments.

Services to the property, whether supplied by government or private sources (mainte-
nance, cultivation, construction, and so forth) are as likely to be obtained from the
community for absentees as for residents. Personal services to absentees, of course,
would not generate jobs in the communities where the land is located. Absentees
usually would not participate in social and political community activities, nor would
they belong to the local church or fraternal organization, although their tenants or
employees might belong. Therefore, it is not clear whether absentee landownership
affects the level of membership in local organizations.

Purchases of land from community residents by an absentee owner may result in the
short run in an infusion of income, either in a lump sum, in periodic payments, or
both. 1In the longer run, the import of investment funds is offset by the outflow of
rents, net of local taxes and local expenses. Whether foreign investment in real
estate results in a net financial gain or loss to a community is a matter to be
determined from economic facts not obtainable through AFIDA. Subsequent reports will
provide a better empirical basis for determining the economic effects on the community
of land purchased by investors outside of the community. -

The Scale of Impacts

The information from AFIDA, other analyses, and some a priori reasoning suggests that
the impact of foreign ownership of real estate on land prices, tenure, land use, and
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communities would be similar to that of other absentee owners. The exception may be
.the capitalization of tax advantages into prices of land purchased by foreigners under
some circumstances. These tax advantages, however, are narrowed by taxes in other
countries. Entry into the land market by foreign investors, like that of any other
investors, is expected to move land prices upward. The expected effect on land use is
neutral. The expected effect on tenure is toward leasing, in particular cash leasing.
The expected effect on expenditures for conservation, given current tax laws, is posi-
tive. The expected income effect on communities, in the short run at least, is posi-
tive. The other effects on communities are neutral or too elusive to determine con-
clusively without further study. USDA has such studies underway.

Whatever the direction of the impacts, however, the quantity of foreign ownership is
sufficiently small to conclude that it is unlikely to have any significant impact on
agriculture. It is possible that a heavy concentration of acquisitions may affect
some individual communities, but these effects are not necessarily undesirable.

Of much greater significance is absentee ownership without regard to nationality.
According to the recent survey of landownership conducted by USDA, 20 percent of
private land in the United States is held by owners who do not reside in the county in
which the land is located.22/ 1In addition, much land is held by owners living
within the county but not on the land. Nearly 40 percent of U.S. farmland is leased,
- and of this, almost 90 percent is held by nonoperating owners. Depending on defini-
tions of owners and types of land, absenteeism could represent a third of farmland
ownership and a larger fraction of all agriculture. By contrast, the 5 to 10 million
acres of agricultural land, which AFIDA will report when all the forms are processed,
will represent less than 1 percent of U.S. agricultural land. If, as now projected,
less than 4 million acres of farmland are foreign owned, the proportion will be less
than 0.5 percent of the farmland.23/

The Problem of Comparison

Determination of the effects of foreign landownership presumes a separately identifi-
able effect of nonforeign landownership with which to make a comparison. However,
AFIDA does not collect data on nonforeign landownership; the data obtained under
section 2 do not provide a basis for the analysis called for in section 5, and data on
nonforeign landownership from other sources is not suitable for purposes of comparing
such data with that obtained under section 2 of AFIDA.

An analysis of the effect of foreign landownership requires unambiguous and measurable
proxies for such general terms as “"family farm" or "community.” Family farm may be
defined in terms of size, form of organization, level of labor input and composition,
or source of income. Community may be defined strictly in economic terms or may
include social and political features. - Without such definitions, however, it is not
possible to measure any influence, including that of foreign ownership of land.

The problem of comparison, including analytical definitions, is currently being
addressed by ESCS through contracts with outside organizations and by its own staff.

22/ U.S. Department of Agriculture, "Resource Economics Survey: Land Ownership
Preliminary Data,” Sept. 1979.

32/ Privately held farmland, which includes cropland, grass, pasture, and range,
totals 828 million acres. T. Frey, "Major Uses of Land in the United States: 1974,"
Econ., Statis., Coop. Service, U.S. Dept. Agr., Ag. Econ. Rpt. No. 440, p. 21, Nov.
1979.
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“Iowa State University,. through a cooperative research agreement with ESCS, is deter-
mining empirically whether the patterns of land use, productivity, land prices,
conservation, input purchases, and other economic features under foreign landownership
differ from those of domestic owners, both local and absentee. Data will be obtained
from selected areas in the United States. Analysis will focus on some of the indica-
tors of the effects on farm and rural economies. Comparisons will be made among four
classes of ownership: operator of owned land, local non-operator owner, U.,S. absentee
landowner, and a non-U.S. absentee landowner.

30



APPENDIX

Form Appjrt:vod - OMB No. 40 R4065

e ————————————
U. S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Ag.czi:}ss)s Agrlcuhurcl Stabilization and Conservation Service

‘ AGRICULTURAL FOREIGN INVESTMENT DISCLOSURE ACT BEPORT
NOTE: Read Instructions on Reverse Before Filling in Any Data Below. If

Addlflonal Space is Needed, Use Reverse,

a 1. TYPE ACTIVITY (See ravnn) (Check one)

A L AND me—p B L AND commmmmpp- D ——
ACQUI!!‘NON DISPOSITION

HOLDING
D LAND USE CHANGE ELANDUSE CHANGE TO
© TO AGRICULTURE NON-AGRICUL TURE

R - ITEM lugEHCE

ITEM CHECK

2, Tract Loelﬂonlnd Description
A. LEGAL DESCRIPTION OR ASCS TRACT NUMBER

B. COUNTY OR PARISH Ic. NO. ACRES

D. STATE

E. F.P. TRACT |D (Office Use Only)

3. Foreign Person - Owner of Tract {in item 2A) (See Reverse)
A. N AME ) )

CHECK IF NO.
NOT KNOWN

€. ADDRESS (Street, City, State/Province, Country)

B. ID NO.(Nine digits)

d

D. Person Receiving This Tract. Complete ONLY if item 1C - Land
Disposition - is checked.
1. NAME

2, ADDRESS (Street, City, State/Province, Country)

3. CITIZENSHIP
usa[] FoRrEIGN[]
E. Type of Owner (Check one)

UNKNQWN []

CHECK

6. Type of Interest Heid by Foreign Person {Check one)
A. Fee Interest {ownership) Whole

B. Fee Interest (ownership) Partial ~ [WHAT %

C. Life Estate

. Trust Beneficiary

D.
E. Option
F. Purchase Contract

G. Other (explain)

6. How was this Tract Acquired or Transferred?
A. Cash Transaction

B. Credit or Installment Transaction

C. Trade

D. Gift or Inheritance

E. Foreclosure

F. Other (explain)

7. Land Valuse, Including improvements
A. Purchase Price of Land

L]

Non-Purchase, Estimated Value at the
Time of Acquisition

B. What is the estimated current value or if a
land disposition, the selling price of the

C. How much of purchase price in Item 7A
remains to be paid

1. Individual (including husband/wife) 8. gna gf A{equisition or D IMON TH IYEAR
'see
o _Citizenship of Individual l 9. Current Land Use usual use; for Idle, check emes
2. Government (name of country) | | “Other”.) Report in Whole Numbers.
3. Organization (Iist on the reverse the Name, Address and Country _A. Crop (specify by acreage on reverse)
of all other foreign persons holding an interest in this tract). B. Pasture
a. Type . C. Forest or Timber
2) Partner, Ahipn D. Other Agriculture
3) E tate E. Other Non-Agriculture
4) Trust ~ F. Total (should equal 2C)
5) Institution 10. Intended Use as of This Date (Check one)
6) Association A. No Change
7) Other B. Other Agriculture
b. Gov't. or country under whose C._Other Non-Agriculture
__law the organization is created 11. Rel hip of Foreign Owner to Producer
c Pﬂnu!’ll’.l;l:f: zf b‘-!:i:‘:: ggfa) A. Producer is (check one):
: 3
4. Rep of Foreign Ir {completing form, if applicable) 1. Foreign owner
“A.NAME
2. Manager
B. ADDRESS (Street, State and Country) 3. Tenant or sharecropper
B. Rental agreement is (check one):
1. A crop share
€. TELEPHONE NO. (Area Code) 2. Cash or fixed rent
D. Relationship of tative to Foreign Person CHECK
1 At:ome: Representath ® 12, Is the Producer on This Tract:
i: l.\:;mger A. Same person as when the tract was acquired
ent
4. Other (explain on reverse) B. A new person
13, CERTIFICATION 1 certify that the information entered SIGNATUR (Owner or legally authorized representative) I DATE
above is complete and correct. I understand that falsification of
reporting is subject to a civil penalty not to exceed 26% of the TITLE
fdir market value of the interest held in the-tract of land.
ESCS COPY
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*U.S.

NOTEl)

P.L. 95450 authorizes collection of the data on this form. The data will be used to determine the effects of foreign persons ac-

quiring, transferring and holding agricultural land, and the effects of such activity on family farms and rural communities. Furn-
ishing the data is mandatory. Failure to comply or falsification of reporting is subject tg civil penalty, not to exceed 25 percent

of the fair market value of the interest held in the tract on the date of the assessment of such penaity. The data may be fum-

- ished to any Agency responsible for enfarcmy the provision of the Act and to the public. -

IMPORTANT
DEFINITION: “Person” means any mdlvndml, corporation, P ;, iation, firm, partnership, society, joint stock company, trust, estate, or any other
legal entity. ' ‘
You are a “foreign person” under the provisions of P.L. 95-460 and must complete the front side of this form (ASCS-153) if your answer to each of these
three questions is “No”. : YES | NO

1. "1 AM a citizen of the United States

2. I'AM a citizen of the Northern Mariana Island 01; the Trust Territories of the Pacific [slands.

3. | AM lawfully admitted to the United States for penmmnt residence, or paroled into. the United States, under the Immigration
and Nationality Act.

OR if your answer to any of these three questions is “Yes",

4. 1 AM a “person’ other than an mdwldual or government, which is crelted or organized under the laws of:
a. A foreign government or which has its principal place of business located outside the United States.

b, Any State of the United States, and in which 5% or more interest is held directly or indirectly by any foreign individual, gover
or legal entity.

5. 1 AM a foreign government,

INSTRUCTIONS

Complete this form in an original and three copies for each tract of land. Report asa tract all acreages undu the same ownera}up in each county or parish.
Land in different counties or parishes must be reported as geparate tracts. Insertion of carbons is necessary.

Retumn the original and two copies to the Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service (ASCS) county office where the tract of Tand is louted or admin-
istered. Retain the last copy (Foreign Person Copy) for your records. DO NOT SEND THIS FORM DIRECT TO WASHINGTON, D.C.

After the original disclosure on'ASCS-153 on the tract(s) of land owned by the same person within a county or pamh each subse(ment change of ownership
or use must be reported by filing another ASCS-153.

itam 1. ONLY ONE BOX MAY BE CHECKED If the tract of land to be listed under item 2 was:
1. Owned on February 1,1979, cheek ch_ume . md return the completed form by August 1, 1979.

If the tract of land to be listed under item 2 was, on or after February 2, 1979:
2. Aequired check B LAN0=Tron E sor
3. Duposed of, check <y ms‘iosr T|ON® sor’

LAND USE
4. Changed from non-agricultural to agncultunl use, check To AG';I wi‘iﬁ’é%‘ @ ;or
5. Changed from agricultural to non-agricultural use, check. NS: DA%SREI & 3 f ToRE ©

and return the completed form within ninety (90) days after the transaction.

Item 3E3¢. If incorporated or formed in the United States as an independent, affiliate, or subsidiary company, show the State of
incorporation or formation. .
If the answers to 3E3 b and ¢ are “United States” or any “state”, list the name of all foreign persons who hold any interest
in your orﬁ:mutlon and their address, citizenship of individual, country of government, and country of incorporation or
principal place of business of organizations.

Item 8. This date would be as follows for activity checked in Item 1:
Box A and B - When acquired
Box ﬂnd posed of,

Box D and E - When use changed.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION (Use additional sheets if more space is needed}

GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1980-0-~310-945/ESCS-67
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Appendix table l~--Completed reports of U.S. agricultural landholdings, land acquistions,

and land dispositions by foreign investors received by ESCS, October 31, 1979

.

: Landholdings Land acquistions Land dispositions
State .
. Parcels Acreage Parcels Acreage Parcels Acreage
¢ Number Acres Number Acres Number Acres
Alabama : 143 179,166 36 5,466 1 5
Alaska : 2 481 0 0 0 0
Arizona : 98 75,660 39 3,419 2 127
Arkansas : 24 28,054 12 9,897 0 0
California : 385 185,706 71 82,171 8 856
Colorado : 87 182,566 17 23,837 6 16,618
Connecticut : 5 271 0 0 0 0
Delaware : 5 6,627 3 206 0 0
Florida : 520 263,929 51 8,807 7 8,861
Georgia : 239 267,413 37 15,470 7 1,274
Hawaii : 32 46,757 3 6,920 0 0
Idaho : 28 10,110 3 30 4 5,637
Illinois : 72 39,123 7 2,732 4 1,440
Indiana : 50 48,223 5 1,137 0 0
Iowa : 72 21,846 20 5,585 1 154
Kansas : 34 28,774 3 2,061 0 0
Kentucky : 36 11,522 3 1,016 2 96
Louisiana : 39 81,501 9 22,132 0 0
Maine : 33 335,139 1 1,500 0 0
Maryland : 59 15,523 16 3,000 1 20
Massachusetts : 6 439 0 0 0 0
Michigan : 56 9,020 7 155 0 0
Minnesota : 61 18,252 8 254 0 0
Mississippi : 83 82,123 16 14,753 3 170
Missouri : 64 41,384 10 2,892 5 2,264
Montana : 101 220,272 2 41,517 1 53
Nebraska : 14 64,786 7 387 0 0
Nevada : 20 130,675 2 37,050 0 0
New Hampshire : 17 31,212 1 445 0 0
New Jersey : 31 18,375 8 606 4 369
New Mexico : 36 548,934 3 1,880 0 0
New York : 382 133,002 32 5,391 1 2
North Carolina : 150 158,409 15 2,711 2 7
North Dakota : 43 15,765 1 216 0 0
Ohio : 98 7,244 8 2,673 3 28
Oklahoma : 42 9,388 4 1,356 2 575
Oregon : 43 169,764 7 1,371 1 918
Pennsylvania : 50 155,026 2 261 0 0
South Carolina : 240 248,945 44 12,192 19 4,597
South Dakota : 41 16,598 11 4,521 0 0
Tennessee : 137 287,411 7 16,627 3 119
Texas : 429 402,649 78 32,098 10 3,250
Utah : 9 34,986 1 320 1 5
Vermont : 589 36,386 64 4,126 16 330
Virginia : 92 119,537 23 6,273 1 56
Washington : 611 46,599 72 4,809 1) 64
West Virginia : 11 2,824 8 2,123 0 0
Wisconsin : 45 11,571 6 1,798 4 439
Wyoming : 24 8,351 1 1,600 0 0
Puerto Rico : 9 1,344 1 598 0 0
Total : 5,497 4,859,662 785 396,389 125 48,334
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THIRD CLASS

—

g Economics, Statistics, and Cooperatives Service

The Economics, Statistics, and Cooperatives Service (ESCS) collects data and carries out
research projects related to food and nutrition, cooperatives, natural resources, and rural develop-
ment. The KEconomics unit of ESCS researches and analyzes production and marketing of major
commodities; foreign agriculture and trade; economic use, conservation, and development of nat-
ural resources; rural population, employment, and housing trends, and economic adjustment
problems; and performance of the agricultural industry. The ESCS Statistics unit collects data on
crops, livestock, prices, and labor, and publishes official USDA State and national estimates
through the Crop Reporting Board. The ESCS Cooperatives unit provides research and technical
and educational assistance to help farmer cooperatives operate efficiently. Through its information
program, ESCS provides objective and timely economic and statistical information for farmers,
government policymakers, consumers, agribusiness firms, cooperatives, rural residents, and other
interested citizens.



